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A Holograph MS of Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah's "Dhayl " *
INTRODUCTION
The following is a study of a hitherto uncatalogued holograph manuscript of a
later Mamluk history entitled "al-Dhayl" by Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah (d. 851/1448). A
description of the manuscript and a short bibliographical study of the author or
authors is provided, and the work itself is discussed within the framework of a
number of larger questions. These questions include the value Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah's
work as a whole has for the modern historian of the Mamluk period; what the
manuscript and other related manuscripts might offer studies of Mamluk historiography; and the place Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah's work occupies as a product of the
particular genre of Mamluk historiography known as the "Syrian school." Such
questions are addressed through an examination and comparative analysis of the
manuscript, other related manuscripts, and other contemporary histories.
DESCRIPTION OF CHESTER BEATTY MS 5527
In the summer of 1995, I undertook research at the Chester Beatty Library in
Dublin, Ireland. In the course of that research, I was informed by the library staff
that there were a number of manuscripts acquired after A. J. Arberry had completed
his Handlist and which, in addition, had not been included in the more thorough
catalogue made by Paul Kahle (the one copy of which is held at the Library).
Loosely bound slips of paper, usually with no more than the name of the author
and a guess at the title of the work, are all that identify these manuscripts. The
manuscript to be examined here is MS 5527. It was rightly identified by the
anonymous cataloguer as a holograph copy of a work entitled simply "al-Dhayl"
by Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah.1 This manuscript is but one volume of a larger Mamluk
 Middle East Documentation Center. The University of Chicago.
*
I would like to thank Dr. Michael Ryan and his staff at the Chester Beatty Library for their
hospitality in August of 1995. I would also like to thank the staff at The University of Chicago
Library for providing me with a number of manuscript microfilms. Dimitri Gutas and Ahmad
Dallal, both of Yale University, read an initial draft and offered valuable advice and suggestions. I
am particularly indebted to Franz Rosenthal for a number of corrections.
1
There is, however, a parenthetical note which questions whether it might be "al-I‘la≠m bi-Ta’r|kh
al-Isla≠m," another work by Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah which contains biographies extracted from the
history of al-Dhahab|, with supplemental information taken from the works of Ibn Kath|r and
al-Kutub|. For the "I‘la≠m," see Adnan Darwich, ed., Ta’r|kh Ibn Qa≠d|˛ Shuhbah (Damascus, 1977-94),
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history which our sources tell us covered, in its various versions, the years 764-ca.
850/1362-ca. 1446. The Chester Beatty manuscript contains the years 797-810/13921407.
A brief autopsy of this holograph manuscript provided the following information.
The manuscript measures 28 cm. by 19 cm. It is heavily wormed and water-stained,
particularly in the later folios. It is bound in worn brown leather and board. The
manuscript consists of 402 folios; the work begins on folio 1v. and ends, without
colophon, on folio 402r. There are twenty-three lines to the page, with extensive
marginalia on almost every page. The author's hand is an abysmal naskh;2 there is
one other hand (aside from ownership and readership notes): a poor ta‘l|q, in the
margin of folio 20v. The upper right margin of the title page is torn away, leaving
only part of the title: . . . manhal min al-Dhayl baynahu wa-bayna al-mujallad
alladh| qablahu naqs˝ arba‘ wa-‘ishr|n sanah. Most of this would seem to be an
added note to the actual title, of which all that remains is the word [al-]Manhal.
The note indicates that between (at least) two volumes held in one place, there
were missing volumes which covered the years 773-796/1371-1393. The actual
title ends with al-Dhayl; prior to the title there may have been an indication of
volume number.3 The word manhal is interesting here: a similar title is to be
found in two other manuscripts of Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah's work. In his description of
the holograph manuscript (Asad Efendi 2345) of the abridgement (mukhtas˝ar) Ibn
Qa≠d|˝ Shuhbah made of the "Dhayl," Adnan Darwich notes that he found:4 [mu]jallad
tha≠n| min al-Dhayl al-Wa≠f| f| al-Manhal al-S˛a≠f|. In Chester Beatty 4125, which
contains at least part of the "Dhayl" as well as other works by Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah,
we find on the title page: min al-Dhayl min Kita≠b al-Manh[al] lil-Shaykh al-Ima≠m
Taq| al-D|n al-H˛anaf| al-H˛alab|; which has been corrected to: min al-Dhayl min
Kita≠b al-Tawa≠r|kh al-Ima≠m [sic] Taq| al-D|n Ibn Qa≠d˛| Shuhbah. And on folio
179r. of the same manuscript: al-mujallad al-tha≠lith al-Dhayl [sic] min al-Manhal
al-Ta’r|kh li-Ima≠m [sic] Ibn al-Shih˛nah [sic] al-H˛alab| al-H˛anaf| bi-khat¸t¸ih. The
title is incorrect and, in the last note, the author's name presumably confused with
(Muh˝ibb al-D|n) Ibn al-Shih˝nah.5 All of these notes are in different hands, so
vol. 2, French introduction, 23-27; and Caesar E. Farah, The Dhayl in Medieval Arabic Historiography
(New Haven, 1967), 21.
2
Modern scholars are not alone in this judgement; see his student's comments in a manuscript of
the mukhtas˝ar of the "Dhayl" described by Darwich (vol. 2, Arabic intro., 70) and Darwich's own
comments (ibid., 59). For specimens, see the plates in Darwich, 2:63-68 and in Georges Vajda,
Album de paléographie arabe (Paris, 1959), pl. 34.
3
What remains of the bottom portion of the letters of the title would suggest al-juz’ al-ra≠bi‘.
4
Darwich, vol. 2, Arabic intro., 58.
5
This Ibn al-Shih˝nah would seem to be Muh˝ibb al-D|n Abu≠ al-Fad˝l Muh˝ammad ibn Muh˝ammad
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ascription to one misguided owner or cataloguer is precluded, though there may
have been a series of owners or cataloguers repeating an initial error. The note in
the manuscript of the abridgement would suggest that the work was thought to be
a dhayl of some sort to Ibn Taghr| Bird|'s al-Manhal al-S˛a≠f| wa-al-Mustawf|
ba‘da al-Wa≠f|.6
To the right of the title fragment in MS 5527 there is a brief note indicating
the years 797-810 as those covered in the volume. One ownership note is clear:
min ‘awa≠r| al-dahr ladá al-faq|r shaykh Muh˛ammad ibn Muh˛ammad al-shah|r
bi-Chu≠yi Za≠dah. This gentleman remains unidentified, though he did own other
manuscripts of Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah's work.7 There are additional notes, now almost
entirely effaced, in the upper and lower left corners. Additional information on the
title page includes three catalogue numbers: one in Arabic, 44; and two others in
Roman script, the Chester Beatty Library 5527 and what seems to read 2275. Four
readership notes are found on folio 402r.: one by Muh˝ammad ibn Ah˝mad ibn
‘Abd Alla≠h al-Ghazz|, dated 848/1444;8 the second by Ibra≠h|m Ibn Muflih˝, dated
849/1445;9 the third, undated, is for one Muh˝ammad ibn ‘Al| (?); and the fourth
by one ‘Al| ibn Yu≠suf al-Bus˝raw|, dated 873/1468.10
The identification of the work is a simple matter. Chester Beatty MS 5527 is
unquestionably one of the later volumes, if not the last, of Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah's
work which came to be known alternately as "al-Dhayl" or simply "Ta’r|kh Ibn
Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah."11 The work is a history of the Mamluk period between the latter
(d. 890/1485), who wrote, among other works, a dhayl entitled "Nuzhat al-Nawa≠z˝ir f| Rawd˝
al-Mana≠zi˝ r" to the work by his grandfather Zayn al-D|n Muh˝ammad ibn Kama≠l al-D|n (d. 815/1412)
entitled "Rawd˝at al-Mana≠zir f| ‘Ilm al-Awa≠’il wa-al-Awa≠khir," itself a dhayl to Abu≠ al-Fida≠’'s
history; see Carl Brockelmann, Geschichte der arabischen Litteratur, 2 vols. (Leiden, 1943-49;
hereafter GAL), 1:377, 2:42, 44; and idem, Supplement, vols 1-3 (Leiden, 1937-42; hereafter
S1-3), 2:40-41 for Muh˝ibb al-D|n; for the grandfather see GAL 2:46, 141, S2:176, and Dominique
Sourdel, "Ibn al-Shih˛na," The Encyclopaedia of Islam, 2nd ed., 3:938.
6
Published Cairo, 1957.
7
His ownership notes are found in Chester Beatty MS 4125 (on which see below) and in a copy
of the mukhtas˝ar of the "Dhayl" (see Darwich, vol. 2, Arabic intro., 71). Darwich records the name
with a j|m but the che is clearly pointed in CB 4125.
8
This is in fact Muh˝ammad ibn Ibra≠h|m ibn Ah˝mad ibn ‘Abd Alla≠h al-Ghazz| (d. 864/1459) who,
al-Sakha≠w| tells us, "met with Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah"; see al-Sakha≠w|, al-D˛aw’ al-La≠mi‘ f| A‘ya≠n
al-Qarn al-Ta≠si‘ (Beirut, 1992), 6:324.
9
This is Burha≠n al-D|n Ibra≠h|m ibn Muh˝ammad ibn ‘Abd Alla≠h ibn Muh˝ammad ibn Mu f lih˝
al-H˛anbal| (d. 884/1479); see al-Sakha≠w|, al-D˛aw’, 1:152, and S˛ala≠h˛ al-D|n al-Munajjid, Mu‘jam
al-Mu’arrikh|n al-Dimashq|y|n (Beirut, 1978), 258.
10
This is perhaps ‘Al| ibn Yu≠suf ibn ‘Al| ibn Ah˝mad, whom al-Sakha≠w| mentions (al-D˛aw’, 6:53)
without birth or death dates.
11
Identification can be determined through: (1) references to such a work written by Ibn Qa≠d˝|
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half of the eighth/fourteenth and the first half of the ninth/fifteenth centuries and
deals primarily with events in Syria and, more specifically, those centered on
Damascus. The work was written jointly by Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah and his master Ibn
H˛ijj| (d. 816/1413) and was conceived as a supplement to the histories written by
earlier Syrian traditionist-historians such as al-Birza≠l| (d. 739/1338), al-Dhahab|
(d. 748/1347), and Ibn Kath|r (d. 765/1373).12 The history of the work's composition
is a rather convoluted one, exemplified by its many revisions and abridgements.
This issue, along with brief biographies of the authors and additional description
of the work, will be discussed further below. First, however, it might prove
beneficial to examine some of the larger contexts in which this history may be
situated in order to determine precisely what the discovery of this manuscript
might mean for modern historians, whether concerned with Mamluk history or
Mamluk historiography.
THE LARGER CONTEXTS OF THE "DHAYL"
One can approach a medieval Arabic history—whether hitherto unknown or
not—with at least two initial goals: (1) to determine the importance the work
might have as a historical source for the modern historian; and (2) to situate that
history within the context of a study of medieval Arabic historiography, that is, to
undertake a thorough examination of the conceptualizations of history, as well as
the aims and methodology of the medieval Arab historian. It has long been accepted
in the field of Mamluk studies that the first of these two aims represents the
cornerstone of any research in Mamluk historical writing. The plethora of historical
materials from the Ayyubid and Mamluk periods prompted Claude Cahen over
thirty years ago to set forth his suggestions for the editing of these materials and
to call for a "repertorium" of sources.13 Such a repertorium, which would identify,
Shuhbah in autobiographical and biographical sources (see, e.g., his own introduction to the
mukhtas˝ar, Darwich, 2:111-12); (2) a comparison of the hand in MS 5527 with that of previously
identified specimens of his hand (see above, note 2); (3) comparison of this portion of the work
with other identified portions of the work (e.g. Köprülü 1027, Chester Beatty 4125).
12
Indeed, the work is often titled "al-Dhayl ‘alá Ta’r|kh al-Dhahab| wa-Ghayrih" (viz., al-Birza≠l|,
Ibn Kath|r, al-H˛usayn|, etc.); see, e.g., al-Munajjid, Mu‘jam al-Mu’arrikh|n, 229, and Darwich,
vol. 2, Arabic intro., 30.
13
Claude Cahen, "Editing Arabic Chronicles: A Few Suggestions," Islamic Studies 1 (1962): 1-25.
Cahen chose the term "repertorium" as well as the unusual plural form "repertoriums" (ibid., 4);
while one might prefer the simpler "repertory" (which, it should be noted, Cahen used to describe
Carl Brockelmann's GAL [ibid.]), Donald P. Little continued such a usage (An Introduction to
Mamlu≠k Historiography [Montreal, 1970], 2) and so the term seems to have established itself in
modern scholarly parlance. Cahen's call for this repertorium stemmed from his dismay at the
haphazard way in which the editing of manuscripts has been undertaken in the field. On the
question of whether or not to devote the requisite energy to editing a manuscript, Cahen offered
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analyze, and prioritize Mamluk histories on the basis of the original material they
contained, was undertaken some ten years after Cahen by Donald Little.14 While
Little limited his research primarily to the early Bah˝r| period historians, he did
provide the field with a developed methodology for comparing our sources, with
concrete examples of what such collation would produce and, most importantly,
with a clear picture of the relations and interdependency of many major Mamluk
histories. Work continues in this area, though largely confined to studies of individual
historians and their histories; nothing on the scale of Little's production has been
undertaken for the later Burj| period of Mamluk historiography. Thus, when approaching any historical source the student of Mamluk historiography must be
prepared to present similar findings. The source's relation to and dependency on
other sources of the period need to be outlined and a conclusion concerning the
existence of any original material in that source should be provided.
The other aim, which Franz Rosenthal called the history of historiography,15 is
concerned with developing an understanding of the contexts in which medieval
Arab historians viewed history, and how they went about producing their works
on history. The first of these questions is a large and formidable one and the
present paper will not attempt to address it. The second of these questions, that
concerning the methodology of medieval historians, cannot fail to be addressed in
the course of analyzing the sources and dependencies of a medieval history. For
instance, when reading Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah with an eye to identifying his sources,
one is immediately presented with at least one aspect of his methodology, that is,
the various ways in which he integrates his sources into a narrative (or not).
Furthermore, in the case of Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah's "Dhayl," we are fortunate in that a
number of the work's recensions have been preserved. As we shall see, the group
of manuscripts in which the Chester Beatty manuscript finds a place provides a
graphic representation of the development of the work. The various stages in the
composition of the work are represented by different manuscripts containing revi-

the following guidelines: (1) if the manuscript preserves older, extant works, publish those first;
(2) if the manuscript preserves an older lost work, it is worth publishing; and (3) if the manuscript
contains original, contemporary (to the author) materials, publish those sections first. More recently,
Li Guo ("Mamluk Historiographic Studies: the State of the Art," Mamlu≠k Studies Review 1 [1997]:
15-43) has surveyed and critiqued a number of editions of Mamluk histories, reiterating Cahen's
exhortations.
14
An Introduction to Mamlu≠k Historiography; a year before Little's survey appeared, Ulrich
Haarmann published a similar work, though one more narrow in scope: Quellenstudien zur frühen
Mamlukenzeit, Islamkundliche Untersuchungen 1 (Freiburg, 1969).
15
See his A History of Muslim Historiography, 2nd rev. ed. (Leiden, 1968); more recently, Tarif
Khalidi has published his Arabic Historical Thought in the Classical Period (Cambridge, 1994).

Article: http://mamluk.uchicago.edu/MSR_II_1998-Reisman.pdf
Full volume: http://mamluk.uchicago.edu/MamlukStudiesReview_II_1998.pdf

24

DAVID C. R EISMAN, IBN QA≠D˝| SHUHBAH' S "DHAYL "

sions, additions, and abridgements. These manuscripts are a virtual treasure trove
for information on the craft of at least one Mamluk historian.
These are the two larger contexts, then, in which a study of Ibn Qa≠d|˝ Shuhbah's
"Dhayl," and the portion of it represented by Chester Beatty 5521, needs to be
placed. They are concerned largely with the uses modern historians may have for
medieval Arabic chronicles, one for the study of history, the other for the study of
historiography. We also need to situate the "Dhayl" and the Chester Beatty manuscript
within more immediate contexts. On the one hand, Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah's "Dhayl"
needs to be placed within its proper historical genre. On the other hand, the
Chester Beatty manuscript has to be viewed within that group of manuscripts
which represents the development of the "Dhayl." The identification of genres of
Mamluk historical writing is, again, a large one and will be touched upon only
briefly here. An excursus on the authors and the background of the composition of
the work will provide us with the arena in which to identify the manuscripts of the
"Dhayl" in its various versions.
Historical sources for the Mamluk period can be situated within a wide variety
of genres but two such genres concern us here. Again, it was Little who first
emphasized the contrast between histories written by Egyptian historians and
those written by Syrian historians.16 Broadly speaking, the former are chiefly
political histories while the latter are intellectual histories. Such intellectual histories
are by no means concerned with the history of ideas (which is a distinctly modern
concept); rather, the primary intention of intellectual histories of the Mamluk
period is to produce a record of events and people connected to the institutions
and fields of religion, law, and education. Moreover, the "Syrian school" of historians,
as distinct from its Egyptian counterpart, produced works which, in terms of their
structure, devote much more attention to biographies and specifically to biographies
of people from the intellectual class. While the division of historical writing into
h˝awa≠dith (reports of events) and tara≠jim (biographies) is common to both genres,
the differences that allow us to speak of the "Egyptian school" and the "Syrian
school" are really those of emphasis.17 Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah's "Dhayl" is clearly a
16

Little, Introduction to Mamlu≠k Historiography, esp. 46; see also Li Guo, "The Middle Bah˝r|
Mamlu≠ks in Medieval Syrian Historiography: The Years 1297-1302 in the 'Dhayl Mir’a≠t al-Zama≠n'
Attributed to Qut˛b al-D|n Mu≠sa≠ al-Yu≠n|n|" (Yale University, Ph.D. diss., 1994), 117 ff.
17
In "Mamluk Historiographic Studies," 29 ff., 37 ff., Li Guo has surveyed the scholarly debate
over the existence of such "schools" and provided a detailed and convincing argument for the
existence of a "Syrian school"; he is, however, less prepared to admit an Egyptian counterpart.
There is a certain, admirable, hesitancy among those scholars who have addressed the question of
the existence and nature of "schools" in Mamluk historiography in using the term "schools" to
speak of what may very likely be no more than roughly discernible trends, concerns, and tendencies
in conceptualizations of the aims, functions, and forms of historiography. While one is perhaps
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conscious product of the "Syrian school." We shall see that, in his conception of
the role of historical writing and in his identification of his predecessors, Ibn Qa≠d˝|
Shuhbah was himself aware that he was writing a specific type of history.
THE "DHAYL," ITS AUTHORS, AND THE MANUSCRIPTS
Before discussing the work of history represented in part by Chester Beatty MS
5527, a note concerning nomenclature would seem requisite, largely because the
work exists or existed in a number of versions and chiefly because one of those
versions has been edited and published under a somewhat misleading title. In the
following pages, the title "Dhayl" (Supplement) refers to the history as represented
by the Chester Beatty manuscript and the title mukhtas˝ar (abridgement) to the
version of the work represented by Adnan Darwich's three-volume edition which
he chose to entitle Ta’r|kh Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah. Admittedly, this choice of nomenclature might result in a certain degree of superficial confusion; however, it will
prove to be of some importance not only for a discussion of the composition of
the work but also when we draw conclusions about the importance the various
versions of the work might have as sources for the modern historian. Our sources—both the biographical literature on or by Ibn H˛ijj| and Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah as
well as later historians—equally show no unanimity in naming the work. It was
undoubtedly known as "al-Dhayl" but we also find reference to it as "al-Ta’r|kh."18
That said, we can now turn to a background study of our two authors and their
work with its various recensions.
The composition of the "Dhayl" was initially undertaken by Ibn H˛ijj| and later,
at his request, it was enlarged and continued by his student Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah.
bound to recognize and appreciate such scholarly caution by signalling the peculiar connotations
of terms like "school" by the use of quotation marks (viz., "Egyptian school," "Syrian school"), it
would seem equally appropriate to recall the words of the "literary critic" Quda≠mah ibn Ja‘far (d.
337/948) on technical terms, written in another time and another context (Naqd al-Shi‘r, ed.
Muh˛ammad ‘Abd al-Mun‘im al-Khafa≠j| [Beirut: Da≠r al-Kutub al-‘Ilm|yah, n.d.], 68): ". . . I
needed to establish certain technical terms (asma≠’ ) for what became apparent [in the course of the
research]. . . . I have, in fact, done so and there should not be any controversy with regard to them,
since they are just labels (‘ala≠ma≠t). If one is satisfied with the technical terms I have established,
fine; if not, then anyone who objects to [them] can devise others, for surely no one would argue
about that."
18
See, e.g., al-Nu‘aym|, al-Da≠ris f| Ta’r|kh al-Mada≠ris (Beirut, 1990), passim; al-Sakha≠w|, al-D˛aw’,
1:270, 11:22; Ibn T˛u≠lu≠n, al-Thaghr al-Bassa≠m f| Dhikr Man Wulliya Qad˛a≠’ al-Sha≠m (Damascus,
1957), passim; idem, al-Qala≠’id al-Jawhar|yah f| Ta’r|kh al-S˛al≠ ih˛|yah (Damascus, 1949-56), 1:178,
181. One would like to think that later historians distinguished between the "Ta’r|kh" as Ibn H˛ijji
had initially written it and the "Dhayl" as it was revised and supplemented by Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah,
but this does not seem to be the case. In his biography of Ibn H˛ijj|, Ibn T˛u≠lu≠n (al-Qala≠’id, 1:181),
calls the work "al-Ta’r|kh al-Tadhy|l."
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The works of Ah˝mad ibn H˛ijj| ibn Mu≠sá al-H˛usba≠n| (d. 816/1413)19 fall into a
number of broad categories, including law, h˛ad|th and, most important for our
purposes, biography and history. He is credited with a "Mu‘jam al-Shuyu≠kh," a
biographical work of the scholars from whom he heard h˝ad|th, and a work entitled
"al-Da≠ris f| Akhba≠r al-Mada≠ris"20 on the madrasahs of Damascus and their endowment deeds. The last of his historical works listed is the "Dhayl." We are told that
nearly all of his works, excluding the "Dhayl," were destroyed in the sack of
Damascus in 803/1400.
Taq| al-D|n Abu≠ Bakr ibn Ah˝mad ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah21 was born in Damascus
on 24 Rab|‘ al-Tha≠n| 779/30 August 1377 and died on 11 Dhu≠ al-Qa‘dah 851/18
January 1448. The corpus of Ibn Qa≠d|˝ Shuhbah's writings fall into three categories:
works on Sha≠fi‘| theoretical and applied law (most of which were commentaries
on or abridgements of Sha≠fi‘| textbooks), studies in h˝ad|th, and works on biography
and history. In the biography (t¸abaqa≠t) genre, his two most important works are
the collection of biographies of grammarians and the collection of biographies of
Sha≠fi‘|s. His most significant contribution in the field of history is the "Dhayl," a
work which, as we have noted, was a revision, enlargement, and continuation of
his master Ibn H˛ijj|'s work. He also compiled another type of historical work, one
of which is important for our purposes here. This type is made up of small books,
properly notebooks, which were entitled "Selections," or "Excerpts" (muntaqá)
and, on the basis of what remains of them in manuscript form, they were just that:
excerpts, usually verbatim quotes, taken from the works of other historians. He is
credited with making excerpts of works by such authors as Ibn ‘Asa≠kir, al-Dhahab|,
Ibn al-Fura≠t, Ibn Duqma≠q, and al-Nuwayr|. Of these, three have been identified in
manuscript form: "al-Muntaqá min Ta’r|kh Ibn al-Fura≠t," "al-Muntaqá min Ta’r|kh
Ibn Duqma≠q," and "al-Muntaqá min Ta’r|kh al-Dhahab|." This last is identical to
what has been called Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah's "al-I‘la≠m bi-Ta’r|kh al-Isla≠m," and
19

Bio-bibliographical sources for Ibn H˛ijj| include: Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah, al-T˛abaqa≠t al-Sha≠fi‘|yah
(Beirut, 1987), 4:12-14 (no. 717); Ibn H˛ajar al-‘Asqala≠n|, Inba≠’ al-Ghumr bi-Abna≠’ al-‘Umr f|
al-Ta’r|kh (Cairo, 1969), 7:121-24; al-Sakha≠w|, al-D˛aw’, 1:269-71; Ibn T˛ul≠ u≠n, al-Qala≠’id, 1:178-82;
al-Nu‘aym|, al-Da≠ris, 1:104-7; Brockelmann, GAL S2:50; al-Munajjid, Mu‘jam al-Mu’arrikh|n,
229-30; ‘Umar Rid˛a≠ al-Kahha≠lah, Mu‘jam al-Mu’allif|n, Tara≠jim Mus˛annif| al-Kutub al-‘Arab|yah
(Damascus, 1957), 1:188. The edition of Inba≠’ used here notes (7:122, n. 3) manuscript evidence
for the nisbah al-H˛ushba≠n| rather than al-Husba≠n|, which latter all other sources provide, though
in the same note al-Sakha≠w|'s al-D˛aw’ is said also to indicate al-H˛ushba≠n|. It is not clear which
edition of al-Sakha≠w|'s work was consulted by the editor of Inba≠’ but the one consulted for this
article provides al-H˛usba≠n|.
20
The title recalls the work by al-Nu‘aym| (n. 18, above).
21
Sources for the Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah corpus have been treated in detail by Darwich, vol. 2, Arabic
and French intros., passim.
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includes extracts from al-Dhahab|'s Ta’r|kh, his Mu‘jam, and his al-‘Ibar, with
additions from Ibn Kath|r's al-Bida≠yah wa-al-Niha≠yah and al-Birza≠l|'s "al-Muqtafá."
The former two, extracts from Ibn al-Fura≠t and from Ibn Duqma≠q, exist at least in
part in another manuscript in the Chester Beatty Library, MS 4125. The importance
of these notebooks will become clear in the discussion of the "Dhayl" and its
recensions.
DESCRIPTION OF THE "DHAYL"
Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah provides us with the most detailed description of the "Dhayl" in
his introduction to its mukhtas˝ar.22 The backdrop to this description is a brief
excursus on the benefits to be had from writing and reading history. It is here that
he clearly aligns his interests in historiography to those of the "Syrian school."
Indeed, the chief benefit to be had from history books in Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah's eyes
are the biographies. From biographies the common man learns of the people from
whom he has received his religion. And on the basis of biographies, the scholar
(and here he has in mind specifically the traditionist) can "give preference to the
most learned and deserving in cases of conflict" (ta‘a≠rud˝).23 The historians of the
"Syrian school" were all traditionists first and foremost. The value of history
books for these traditionists lay in the use to which they could be put in h˝ad|th
studies. But this did not mean, for Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah at least, that the reports of
events (h˝awa≠dith) in history books were of minor importance.24 In fact, in his
introduction, he proceeds to identify histories which have managed in an equitable
manner to combine both h˝awa≠dith and tara≠jim. Significantly, not one contemporary
history produced by the "Egyptian school" is mentioned in this list, presumably
because such works generally avoided detailed biographies. In fact, when he
reaches the eighth century, the works mentioned are entirely products of the
"Syrian school," some of which managed to strike a proper balance between
h˝awa≠dith and tara≠jim and others which fell short.

22

Darwich, 2:107-112.
Ibid., 107.
24
It is interesting to note that the benefits of such reports for Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah were akin to what
adab works, for instance, provided the reader. The reader could "take the good qualities of human
nature [recorded in history books] as examples, protect against what people condemn and censure,
and learn profitable lessons from those who have passed away." Compare Ibn al-Ath|r's discussion
in his al-Ka≠mil f| al-Ta’r|kh (Beirut, 1987), 1:9-10. The place of history in the education of rulers
is an important element of this theme; see, generally, Rosenthal, History, 48 ff. Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah
also had recourse to the common argument of the traditionist-historian which notes al-Sha≠fi‘|'s
admiration of Mus˝‘ab al-Zubayr|'s attention to history as an aid to legal studies (Darwich, 1:107-8);
cf. Abu≠ Sha≠mah's defense of historiography noted by Rosenthal, History, 41, n. 3.
23
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This list prefaces a discussion of the "Dhayl." Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah presents Ibn
H˛ijj|'s work as one which struck the desired balance (though, as we will see, not
as thoroughly as Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah would have liked). Noting that there were no
such histories available in his lifetime which covered the years after 741/1340-1341,
Ibn H˛ijj| began his "Dhayl," conceiving of it as a combined supplement to the
works of al-Birza≠l| (d. 739/1338), al-Dhahab| (d. 748/1347), Ibn Ra≠fi‘ (d. 774/1372),
Ibn Kath|r (d. 774/1372), and al-H˛usayn| (d. 765/1363), all Syrian historians.25
(See fig. 1.) Ibn H˛ijj| began his work with the block of years 741-747/1340-1346
and then took it up again from 769-815/1367-1412. Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah tells us that
Ibn H˛ijj|'s method of presentation was characterized by the monthly division of
the year, that is, he divided the year into months and further divided those months
into days, providing reports (h˝awa≠dith) on a daily basis. Ibn H˛ijj| then appended
to each month the biography section (tara≠jim) in which he provided biographies
of those who had died in a given month. On his deathbed, Ibn H˛ijj| entrusted the
completion of the work to Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah. The latter had thought this task
would involve the simple completion of the missing years 748-769/1347-1367.
However, Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah tells us that once he resolved to take up this task, he
found his master's work to be less than adequate as a whole: many biographies
had been neglected and accounts of events occurring outside of Syria had been
omitted.26 So he filled the lacunas, enlarged the existing biographies and added
others; he also added reports concerning places beyond Syria and additional reports
of events he had personally witnessed in Syria. Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah indicates that in
this revision he followed the structure of his master's work, that is, the monthly
division with appended biographies.27 He then tells us that he abridged the work
25

These authors are important because it is their works the "Dhayl" was designed to continue:
al-Birza≠l|'s "al-Muqtafá" (MS Ahmet III 2951) ended in 738; al-Dhahab|'s Ta’r|kh al-Isla≠m waT˛abaqa≠t al-Masha≠h|r wa-al-A‘la≠m (Cairo, 1974-present), combined with his other work al-‘Ibar f|
Khabar man Ghabar (Beirut, n.d.), reached the year 740; al-H˛usayn|'s work was a dhayl of
al-Dhahab| to the year 764 (published in the Beirut edition of al-Dhahab|'s ‘Ibar, 4:119-207); Ibn
Ra≠fi‘'s work ("al-Wafaya≠t"; see Munajjid, Mu‘jam al-Mu’arrikh|n, 208-9) was a dhayl of al-Birza≠l|'s
work to 774; and Ibn Kath|r's al-Bida≠yah wa-al-Niha≠yah (Beirut, 1988) ended in 767. But Ibn
H˛ijj| and Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah's work begins with the year 741; why weren't the works of Ibn Kath|r,
Ibn Ra≠fi‘ and al-H˛usayn| taken into account? According to Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah (Darwich, vol. 1,
Arabic intro., 109-10), Ibn Kath|r's work was, up to the year 738, just an abridgement of al-Birza≠l|'s
"al-Muqtafá"; Ibn Kath|r's own additions to 767 were somewhat remiss in the quality of the
biographies. One can only surmise that the reason Ibn H˛ijj| and Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah did not take up
where the works of Ibn Ra≠fi‘ and al-H˛usayn| ended was that the latter were concerned only with
biography, without the historical record. Perceived deficiencies in the original work is a reason
often cited by authors of dhayls for such overlapping (see Farah, Dhayl, 1, 8).
26
Again we see the emphasis on a balanced history.
27
He is said to have then continued the work from 815/1412 to shortly before his death in
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and gives a brief description of that process: he reduced the "Dhayl" to about
one-third, summarizing accounts of well-known events,28 abridging the biographies
and relocating them to the end of the year in alphabetical order. This alphabetical
arrangement he tells us he copied from al-Dhahab|'s method in his Ta’r|kh al-Isla≠m.29
Manuscript evidence indicates that he later made an abridgement of this abridgement.30
Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah's description of the "Dhayl" clearly indicates his allegiance
to a particular type of historiography in vogue among Syrian traditionist-historians.
His description of his predecessors' work and his explicitly stated conceptualization
of his own historical writing as a continuation of that genre is of great value to our
understanding of the "Syrian school" of Mamluk historiography.
IBN QA≠D˝| SHUHBAH'S RECENSIONS OF THE "DHAYL"
This, then, is the broad trajectory of the composition of the "Dhayl": Ibn H˛ijj|'s
initial work; a recension by Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah; an abridgement of that recension;
an abridgement of the abridgement. However, Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah also tells us
what was involved in completing his master's work, viz., he added information to
it from other histories, expanded the biographies and added additional biographies.
Manuscript remains of the "Dhayl" tell us precisely how Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah went
about that process. There exists an incomplete recension of Ibn H˛ijj|'s work in Ibn
Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah's hand and another recension which incorporated his additions.
(See fig. 2.) Many of those additions (for the years 797 and following) can be
traced to the works of excerpts noted above, specifically those made of the works
of Ibn al-Fura≠t and Ibn Duqma≠q. The details concerning this process will play a
part in the analysis of selected years presented below. Here I will provide descriptions
of the manuscripts which represent this process of revision. Manuscripts for the
mukhtas˝ar will not be dealt with here (nor certainly the mukhtas˝ar al-mukhtas˝ar)
but the work will be used in the analysis.31
This group is made up of the following manuscripts: Berlin 9458, Köprülü
1027, Chester Beatty 5527, and Chester Beatty 4125:
851/1447. These last years seem to have been written out in a number of separate notebooks
which, his son Badr al-D|n tells us, could not be found in his library after his death; see Darwich,
vol. 2, French intro., 21.
28
On the basis of Darwich's edition of the mukhtas˝ar, it would seem that, beyond a summary of
content, these synopses of events (the term Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah uses is jumlah; see Darwich, 1:14)
involved the elimination of precisely identified dates.
29
Darwich, vol. 2, Arabic intro., 112.
30
Ibid., French intro., 27.
31
Darwich has provided comprehensive descriptions of the various manuscripts of the mukhtas˝ar
in his edition, vol. 2, Arabic intro.

Article: http://mamluk.uchicago.edu/MSR_II_1998-Reisman.pdf
Full volume: http://mamluk.uchicago.edu/MamlukStudiesReview_II_1998.pdf

30

DAVID C. R EISMAN, IBN QA≠D˝| SHUHBAH' S "DHAYL "

Berlin 9458: Wilhelm Ahlwardt, in his customary, detailed manner, provided
a rich description of this manuscript.32 Though it was incorrectly identified as the
history of Ibn H˛ajar al-‘Asqala≠n|,33 Ahlwardt determined it to be Ibn H˛ijj|'s version
of the "Dhayl," covering the years 796-815/1393-1412. Unfortunately, I have not
been able to examine the manuscript. I argue here—rather boldly—that those
years found in the other manuscripts of this group which have been identified as
the first recension by Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah will be found to reflect closely the
corresponding years in the Berlin manuscript. This hypothesis is based on characteristics of the first recension "Dhayl" outlined below.
Köprülü 1027: A detailed description of this holograph manuscript cannot be
provided here.34 Darwich described this manuscript as a copy of Ibn Qa≠d|˝ Shuhbah's
"Dhayl," covering the years 787-812.35 In fact, the years covered are 787, 788,
791, 792, 796, 797, 798, 803, 811, and another recension of 791, in that order. A
thorough study of the manuscript has also shown that we have in this manuscript
years that are part of the second recension by Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah (787-788, 792),
years that are part of the first recension (791, 797; perhaps 796, which might also
comprise no more than rough notes), years that are no more than rough notes
(798, 803, 811) and finally one year—the second 791—which is probably from
one of Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah's muntaqás, likely that of Ibn al-Fura≠t's work, but might
also prove to be no more than rough notes.
Chester Beatty 5527: A description of this holograph manuscript has been
given above. It is the second recension of the "Dhayl" made by Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah,
covering the years 797-810/1394-1407.
Chester Beatty 4125: There is a brief identification of this holograph manuscript
in Arberry's Handlist 36 which lists the three works contained in it as: "al-Muntaqá
min Ta’r|kh Ibn al-Fura≠t"; "al-Muntaqá min Ta’r|kh Ibn Duqma≠q"; and a fragment
32

Ahlwardt, Verzeichnis der arabischen Handschriften der Königlichen Bibliothek zu Berlin (Berlin,
1887-99), no. 9458. Basing himself on H˛a≠jj| Khal|fah's information, Ahlwardt identified Ibn
H˛ijj|'s work as a dhayl to al-H˛usayn|'s "‘Ibar al-A‘s˝a≠r wa-Khabar al-Ams˝a≠r"; see also Farah,
Dhayl, 29.
33
Presumably, it was thought to be his Inba≠’ al-Ghumr bi-Abna≠’ al-‘Umr; the title page has: min
Ta’r|kh al-‘Alla≠mah al-H˛af≠ iz˛ Shiha≠b al-D|n Ibn H˛ajar.
34
A microfilm of the manuscript from Ma‘had al-Makht¸u≠t¸a≠t al-‘Arab|yah in Cairo (no. 99 Ta’r|kh)
provided by the University of Chicago Library was used for the present article. A brief description
of the manuscript can be found in Catalogue of Manuscripts in the Köprülü Library, R. „e∑en et
al. (Istanbul, 1986), 1:525-26, where it is incorrectly identified as "al-I‘la≠m bi-Ta’r|kh Ahl al-Isla≠m,"
covering the years 787-791.
35
Vol. 2, French intro., 23.
36
A. J. Arberry, The Chester Beatty Library: A Handlist of the Arabic Manuscripts (Dublin,
1955-66), 4:40.
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of a history of the ninth/fifteenth century. Darwich, for reasons unknown, believed
this manuscript to be a copy of the "Dhayl" of Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah covering the
years 775-810/1373-1407.37 This is clearly an error. The manuscript does indeed
comprise three works, the first two of which Arberry correctly identified. The
muntaqá of Ibn al-Fura≠t's work covers the years 773-793/1371-1390, that of Ibn
Duqma≠q's work the years 804-805/1401-1402. The last work in the manuscript
comprises parts of both recensions of Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah's "Dhayl." The first
recension covers the years 801, 803-810 (fols. 206v.-325r.); the year 791 is found
in its second recension (fols. 181v.-196r.). (See fig. 3.)
Two recensions of the "Dhayl" made by Ibn Qa≠d|˝ Shuhbah have been identified
here; what is the evidence for this hypothesis? First and foremost, obviously, is
the existence of two versions of certain years in the manuscripts described above:
the Chester Beatty MS 5527 contains the years 797-810; overlapping years include
797, 798, 803 (Köprülü 1027), 804-810 (CB 4125). It could be argued that one
copy represents Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah's work copy, the second his clean copy, but
nothing about either indicates this: the extent of marginalia is the same for both,
the hand no neater, the material presented no more precisely. A beneficial starting
point for determining recensions is marginalia. Marginal corrections (those ending
with s˝ah˝h˝ and made by the copyist in the course of collation) are of little use here;
both copies contain them and at any rate one cannot determine which copy served
as the basis for correction.
However, marginal additions (those ending with the abbreviation h˝ for h˝a≠shiyah)
can prove useful. The account of the year 810/1407 in the Chester Beatty MS
4125 (identified here as the first recension) contains lengthy h˝a≠shiyah marginalia
which in the Chester Beatty MS 5527 are incorporated into the text.38 The process
does not work the other way: h˝a≠shiyah marginalia in Chester Beatty MS 5527 are
not found in Chester Beatty MS 4125, either in the text or again in the margin.39
Because these marginalia are not found anywhere in Chester Beatty MS 4125 and
because they are clearly marked h˝a≠shiyah marginalia in Chester Beatty MS 5527,
a hypothesis in favor of a mere copying process from Chester Beatty 4125 to
Chester Beatty 5527 is untenable. We have before us, then, a clear recension
process.
Other indications of a recension process from Chester Beatty MS 4125 to MS
5527 involve the wording of phrases, chiefly exemplified by a change from the
first person to third person. Two examples from the year 810:

37

Darwich, vol. 2, French intro., 27.
E.g., CB 4125, 328r. marginalia incorporated into text of CB 5527, 392r., lines 19 ff.
39
E.g., two such h˝a≠shiyah marginalia in CB 5527, 392r.
38
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1. In Chester Beatty MS 4125, 328v., lines 23-24, we find Ibn H˛ijj|'s "quotation
marks": sami‘tu min. . . . ("I heard from") which in Chester Beatty 5527, 393r.,
line 12, becomes: ha≠dha≠ kala≠m Ibn H˛ijj| ("These are the words of Ibn H˛ijj|").
2. In Chester Beatty MS 4125, 327r., lines 5-6, Ibn H˛ijj| offers his opinion of
someone: . . . qubid˛a ‘alá Sulayma≠n ibn al-H˛aj≠ j| wa-sullima ilá usta≠dhda≠r al-s˛uh˛bah
wa-huwa min az˛lam khalq wa-alh˛asihim. In Chester Beatty MS 5527, 391r., lines
4-5, this becomes: . . . qa≠la al-shaykh Shiha≠b al-D|n Ibn H˛ijj| taghammadahu
Alla≠h f|hi wa-huwa min az˛lam khalq wa-alh˛asihim. This first person to third
person process evinces Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah's acquisition of the work. The original
narrator has become just another source.40 Obviously, it is a process that does not
work the other way. Further, this process is one of the reasons for arguing that the
Berlin manuscript of Ibn H˛ijj|'s original version would, if compared to the first
recension years, on the whole agree. The first recension made by Ibn Qa≠d|˝ Shuhbah
represents a copy of Ibn H˛ijj|'s original which, with the marginal notes he added
to it, formed the basis of his second recension.
There is one other very significant indication of the recension process. Again,
Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah tells us that one of the changes he made to Ibn H˛ijj|'s work was
to add material from other sources. We find graphic illustration of this in a
comparison of Köprülü 1027 (the first recension) and Chester Beatty MS 5527
(the second recension), this time for the year 797 (the month is al-Muh˝arram):
1. a. First Recension (Köprülü MS 1027, 166v., lines 15-16):
ÊUDK?« ·—U?Ž wÐd? ÚO? ÓG?ÔL‡« b??L? ×? aO??A« UM³??ŠU? q? Ë t?O½U?Ł fO?L? )« Âu¹Ë
ÆÎUU¹√ …UL×Ð ÂU/√ Ë VKŠ s tłËdš ÓÂu¹
1. b. Second Recension (Chester Beatty MS 5527, 3r., lines 7-9):
œu?? ? L? ? ×? ? ? s?¹b« ‰U?? ? L? ? ł d?? ? O? ? ?ô« VK?Þ d?? ?B? ? ? v?« q Ë t?? ? ¦U?Ł fO?? ? L? ? ?)« Âu¹Ë
·—U?Ž wÐdÚO?ÓG?ÔL‡« b?L×? aO?A« oAœ v« q Ë c?¾?u¹Ë ÂU?A« s —«œ–U²?Ýô«
ÆÎUU¹√ …UL×Ð ÂU/√ Ë VKŠ s tłËdš ÓÂu¹ ÊUDK«
1. c. The additional material can be traced to Ibn al-Fura≠t, Ta’r|kh, 396, lines
6-7:41
VKÞ W?ÝËd;« d?B? v« dC?Š —u?DcL‡« d?N?A« ÂÒd;« YU?Ł fOL?)« Âu¹ wHË
ÆÂUA« s WOUF« —«b« –U²Ýô« œuL× s¹b« ‰ULł dOô«
40

It might also be noted that the optative following Ibn H˛ijj|'s name indicates that this recension
was begun after Ibn H˛ijj|'s death.
41
Ibn al-Fura≠t, Ta’r|kh Ibn al-Fura≠t (Beirut, 1936-42), vol. 9 pt. 2.
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This process is repeated in our second example:
2. a. First Recension (Köprülü MS 1027, 166v., lines 16-18):
¡U?I? ³« wÐ√ sÐ s¹b« —b?Ð …U?C?I« w?{U?/ q Ë t?¦?UŁ …ö?B« ÓqÚ³? / W?F?L? '« Âu¹Ë
U??G? Ô³? ÚA? ÔL? ÓD d??O? ³J« d??O? ô« —U??NM« Ód? š¬ Âb??/ c??¾? u¹Ë hL??Š s ÊUD?K« ·—U??Ž
ÆtðœUŽ vKŽ VłU(« —«bÐ ‰eMH
2. b. Second Recension (Chester Beatty MS 5527, 3r., lines 7-13):
t1dŠË œ«bGÐ VŠU? fÚ¹ÓË√ sÐ bLŠ√ ÊUDK«WO?ýUŠ tÒłuð tFÐ«— W?FL'« Âu¹Ë
…UCI« w{U?/ q Ë …öB« q³/ c¾?u¹Ë ÊUDK« ÂuÝd VŠ r?¼œöÐ bBI
dO?³J« dOô« Âb?/ c¾u¹Ë hL?Š s ÊUDK« ·—UŽ ¡UI?³« wÐ√ sÐ s¹b« —bÐ
ÆÕöÝ dO√ wzöF« gLÓKÚJÓÐË tðœUŽ vKŽ VłU(« —«bÐ ‰eMH pÐUðô« UGÔ³ÚAÔLÓD
2. c. Ibn al-Fura≠t, Ta’r|kh, 397, lines 3-4:
s¹b« Y?O?G?  ÊU?DK« ÊU??LKž «u??N? Òłu?ð —u?Dc??L?‡« ÂÒd? ;« lÐ«— W??F? L? '« Âu¹ wHË
Âu?Ýd?*« V?Š r¼œöÐ b??B?I t?1d?ŠË t?²? O?ýU??ŠË œ«b?GÐ VŠU?? fÚ¹ÓË√ sÐ b??L?Š√
Íd¼UE« n¹dA«
The formulations of the common report in the first and second recensions generally
accord, though with minor modifications in the second recension. The second
recension and Ibn al-Fura≠t are also in accord, showing a definite borrowing from
Ibn al-Fura≠t in the wording of the report. Interestingly, Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah adds the
name of a second amir to the report common to the first and second recensions,
wa-Baklamish al-‘Ala≠’| am|r sila≠h.˛ The mention of this amir does not seem to find
a place in the content of the report; certainly the intent might prove clear but the
syntax is somewhat obscure. Turning to Ibn al-Fura≠t again (397, lines 5-6), we
find Baklamish mentioned at the end of the report for 7 al-Muh˝arram 797/2
November 1394, which immediately follows Ibn al-Fura≠t's report given above:
. . . dakhala al-Sult˛a≠n al-Z˛a≠hir ilá Dimashq al-mah˛ru≠sah wa-dakhala qablahu
al-am|rayn [sic] Kamushbugha≠ al-H˛amaw| ata≠bak al-‘asa≠kir wa-Baklamish
al-‘Ala≠’| am|r sila≠h˛.
Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah, in combining the report from his first recension (by way of
Ibn H˛ijj|'s original) with Ibn al-Fura≠t's report, has reduced the two reports in Ibn
al-Fura≠t to one—with, it might be added, awkward results. In fact, we might have
here a case of homoeoteleuton or homoeoarchon, though one would need to
examine the copy of Ibn al-Fura≠t's history that Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah used, if indeed
that copy has survived and could be identified.
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This process is clearly one in which a second, expanded recension has been
made from a first, more elemental one. Even more importantly perhaps, this
examination of recensions has allowed us to identify one source Ibn Qa≠d|˝ Shuhbah
used for his account of the year 797/1394 as Ibn al-Fura≠t 's Ta’r|kh. This should
not come as a surprise; it has been noted above that he made a muntaqá of the
Egyptian's history. But while he occasionally names his sources or alludes to
them (e.g., qa≠la ba‘d˝ al-mu’arrikh|n al-mis˝r|y|n), those instances in which he
does not do so (as in the examples above) are far more numerous and they are
almost exclusively—at least for the year 797—from Ibn al-Fura≠t.42
It is clear, then, that manuscript remains of Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah's corpus include
two recensions of the "Dhayl" and, as such, constitute an important source of
information for the study of book composition in the Mamluk period.
IBN QA≠D˝| SHUHBAH'S SOURCES: SOUNDINGS OF THE YEARS 797, 801, 804, 810
In order to assess the importance the "Dhayl" may have for modern historians as a
source for the Mamluk period, a number of soundings were made of Chester
Beatty MS 5527. In what follows, an attempt is made to delineate the major
sources Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah drew upon in composing the "Dhayl" and to determine
what unique information the "Dhayl" has to offer.
Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah's reliance on Ibn al-Fura≠t's Ta’r|kh for his account of the
year 797 is in fact far more pervasive than these minor reports might lead us to
believe. The two examples which follow illustrate this reliance and, in addition,
provide illustration of how Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah reworked the information taken
from Ibn al-Fura≠t for inclusion in the mukhtas˝ar.
The first example is of a report about the clash between the Shar|f of Mecca
‘Al| ibn ‘Ajla≠n and his forces and the Banu≠ H˛asan in Shawwa≠l of 797/July 1395.43
1. a. Ibn al-Fura≠t, Ta’r|kh, vol. 9, pt. 2, 413:
42

Darwich (vol. 2, French intro., 35-42) has rendered a valuable service in identifying many of Ibn
Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah's sources. However, his list would seem to be based almost exclusively on citations
in Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah's mukhtas˝ar in which the author explicitly names his sources. The degree of
borrowing is in fact far greater than such citations suggest.
43
One correction to the text of each of the three works used for this example has been made. This
concerns the place name Bat˛n Marr. Ibn al-Fura≠t's Ta’r|kh reads m-r-w, Chester Beatty 5527
likewise, while Darwich's edition of the mukhtas˝ar reads Murah. Medieval Arab geographers
would seem to agree that the correct name is the one given above; see, for instance, Ya≠qu≠t,
Mu‘jam al-Bulda≠n (Beirut, 1990), 1:533 and al-Muqaddas|, Ah˝san al-Taqa≠s|m f| Ma‘rifat al-Aqa≠s|m
(ed. M. J. de Goeje, Bibliotheca Geographorum Arabicorum, [Leiden, 1906]), 106. B. A. Collins,
in his translation of al-Muqaddas| (The Best Divisions for Knowledge of the Regions [London,
1994], 97), transliterates the name as Bat¸n Marr. It might be noted in connection with this that a
manuscript variant in the account in Ibn H˛ajar's Inba≠’ (1:495) is given as m-r-w.
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Êö??−? Ž „uK2 q³??I?  Âb??/ WM« Ác¼ —u??N? ý s …b??F? / Í– ‰Ë√ ¡U?F?Ð—ô« Âu¹ wH
wH Ê√ «Ëd?? ³? ? š√Ë W?? H¹d?? A« »«u?Ðô« v« n¹d?? A?« “U?? −? ?(« s W?ÐU?? $ W?? ŽU?? L? ?łË
5Ð q?B? ŠË Òd? ? s?ÚDÓ³Ð W?J œ«u?? /Ë s?? Š wM?Ð 5Ð W?? F? ?/Ë XF?? /Ë —u?? Dc*« ‰«u?? ý
qO?)« sŽ UF?/u?H pÝU9 s?Š wMÐ s hn?ý 5ÐË WJ ÊUDKÝ wKŽ n¹d?A«
WJ œ«u??/ Ê√Ë t?1d??ž ‘U??ŽË Êö??−? Ž sÐ wK?Ž q²??I? H t??³? ŠU?? U??L? NM? qD »d??C? H
Ê√Ë UNO« ‰u?šb« s ôË UNM sŠ wMÐ «uMJ1 rË U¼uMBŠË «uJK U¼b?O³ŽË
Œd?HQ?H U?ÎÝu?³? ×? Êö?−?Ž sÐ s?Š n¹d??A« ÊU?DË U?Îu¹ d?A?Ž WŁöŁ W?J sŽ rN
wK?Ž t?? ?O? ? š√ sŽ U?? ? Î{u?? ?Ž W?? ?Hd?? ?A*« W?J W?½UDK?Ý ÁôËË t?? ?OK?Ž lK?š√Ë tMŽ ÊU?DK?«
ÆÃU−(« o×K¹ Ë dHU¹ Ê√ Ád√Ë
1. b. Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah, "Dhayl" (CB 5527), 24v., marg. and mukhtas˝ar (ed.
Darwich), 3:555; those parts in brackets are missing from the mukhtas˝ar:
«Ëd?³?š√Ë d?B? v« “U?−?(« s WÐU?$ d?B? v?« Âb?/ —u?Dc*« ¡U?FÐ—ô« Âu¹ wHË
Òd? ? ? sÚD?Ó³Ð W?J œ«u?? ? / Ë s?? ? Š w?MÐ 5?Ð W?? ?F? ? ?/Ë X?F? ? /Ë ›—u?? ? Dc?*« ‰«u?? ? ý wH¤ Ê√
pÝU?9 s?? ? Š w?MÐ s? hn?? ? ý 5?ÐË WJ? VŠU?? ? w?KŽ n?¹d?? ? A« 5?Ð qB?? ? ŠË¤
›t1dž ‘UŽË¤ Êö−Ž sÐ wKŽ q?²IH ›t³ŠU ULNM qD »dC?H qO)« sŽ UF/uH
rN Ê√Ë UNM sŠ wM?Ð «uMJ1 rË ›U¼uMBŠË¤ U¼uÓLŠ U¼bO?³ŽË WJ œ«u/ Ê√Ë
ÊUDK« ÃdHQH UÎÝu³× Êö−?Ž sÐ sŠ bO« ÊUDË UÎu¹ dAŽ WŁöŁ WJ sŽ
ÆÃU−(« o×K¹ Ê√ d√Ë wKŽ tOš√ sŽ UÎ{uŽ WJ W½UDKÝ tOKŽ lKšË tMŽ
Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah's reliance on Ibn al-Fura≠t for this report is clear; aside from
some minor changes and omissions the two reports are identical.44 The report in
the mukhtas˝ar evinces what one expects of an abridgement, namely, the exclusion
of extraneous material. The report in the mukhtas˝ar does, however, contain an
additional sentence: wa-sa≠ra wa-ma‘ahu Yalbugha≠ al-Sa≠lim| f| sa≠bi‘ al-shahr al-a≠t|
‘alá al-hujun. This sentence is to be found in Ibn al-Fura≠t (p. 414), and consequently
in Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah (fol. 26v., lines 1-7) under Tuesday, 6 Dhu≠ al-Qa‘dah as part
of an account of the Amir Yalbugha≠'s postponement of a trip to the Hijaz, a
postponement occasioned by a dream in which his late master Abu≠ Bakr al-Baja≠’|
warned him against going before Dhu≠ al-Qa‘dah. He then duly set out with the
new Shar|f of Mecca, H˛asan ibn ‘Ajla≠n.
44

It is worth comparing the reports of Ibn H˛ajar (Inba≠’ , 1:495) and al-Maqr|z| (al-Sulu≠k li-Ma‘rifat
Duwal al-Mulu≠k [Cairo, 1934], 3:2, 841), who also relied on Ibn al-Fura≠t (see Jere L. Bacharach,
"Circassian Mamluk Historians and their Quantitative Data," Journal of the American Research
Center in Egypt 12 [1975]: 84), with those of Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah to see the differences in approach
the three authors have to quoting other historians' material.
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The second example is a more complex one. It again demonstrates Ibn Qa≠d˝|
Shuhbah's reliance on Ibn al-Fura≠t for a report which he recorded in his "Dhayl"
(under the month Sha‘ba≠n ) and then abridged for the mukhtas˝ar. But we also find
additional related reports unique to the "Dhayl" (in both recensions). The background
is the sultan's borrowing of money against waqfs established for orphans in Egypt
and Syria to finance an expedition to Syria. The related reports in the "Dhayl"
detail the legal and financial processes involved in such a transaction.
2. a. Ibn al-Fura≠t, Ta’r|kh, vol. 9 pt. 2, 410:
ÊU?? ?D Íc?« ÂU?? ?²?¹ô« r¼«—œ Òœd?Ð d¼U?E« ÊU?DK?« rÝ— t?? ? F? ? ÝU?ð X³?? ? « Âu?¹ wHË
…d¼U?? I?« Ÿœu??  s ¨ÂU?? A?K t?? N? ?Òłu?ð bMŽ ÂU?? ?A«Ë d?? B0 5?ÓŽÓœuÔ*« s U?? N? ? {d?? ²? ?/«
U¼u?LÒK?²H r¼—œ n?« WzUL?²?Ý ÂU?A« Ÿœu sË n« 5?L?šË n« tzU?L?L?š
ÆÊUDK« ÍdýU³ s rJ(« Ô¡UMÔ√
2. b. Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah, "Dhayl" (CB 5527), 19v., lines 18-23 and mukhtas˝ar (ed.
Darwich), 3:551; again, those parts in brackets are missing from the mukhtas˝ar:
pK?*« ÊUD?K?« rÝ— t?? ?F? ? ÝU?ð X³?? ? « Âu¹ w?H Ê√ 5¹d?? ?B?*« a¹—«u?ð iF?Ð wHË
bMŽ ÂU?? A«Ë d??B0 5ÓŽÓœu?Ô*« s U??N? {d??²? /« ÊU??D Íc?« ÂU??²¹ô« r¼«—œ ÒœdÐ d?¼UE«
Ÿœu?? s?Ë¤ n« 5?? L? šË n« t?zU??L? ? ?L? š …d?¼U??I« Ÿœu??  s ¨ÂU??A?K t??N? ?Òłuð
ÆÊUDK« ÍdýU³ s rJ(« Ô¡UMÔ√ pœ rÒK²H ›r¼—œ n« WzUL²Ý ÂUA«
The reports are nearly identical, though it is interesting to note that the mukhtas˝ar
has left out the sum borrowed from the Syrian depository, considering the usual
emphasis Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah places on Syrian affairs.45 Next we find an additional
report (under Dhu≠ al-Qa‘dah) in the "Dhayl" and the mukhtas˝ar, detailing the
result of this order from the Sultan:
2. c. Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah, "Dhayl" (CB 5527), 26v., lines 7-13 and mukhtas˝ar (ed.
Darwich), 3:555:
U? Íd?²?A¹ ÊQÐ W½UD?K« VzU½ v« ÊUDK« »U??²?D q Ë t?FÐU?Ý ¡U?FÐ—ô« Âu¹Ë
W?ö??« »U?³Ð Êu??ŠUD« u¼Ë ‰Ë√ ÂU??Ž ‰U*« XOÐ s r¼d??O?žË ÂU?²¹ô« v?KŽ lOÐÔ√
s rNO« sL¦« lHb¹ Ê√Ë r¼—œ n« W?zULLš tGK³¹Ë g¹d?Ó²Ú/Ó_« W¹d/ nB½Ë
Ê√Ë mK³?*« i³??/Ë d?? N? ý b?? FÐ p– q?F? H? ?H W½UDK?« VzU½ v?KŽ lO?? ³*« bÚMÓI?« sLŁ
p– q?¦? ? ÊU?? ?³? ?F? ? ý wH q?F? ?H ÊUD?K« ÊU?? ?DË l¹d?« s «u?? ?C? ?³? ? / U0 «u?? ?×? ?U?? ?|
45

There are other slight variations in the mukhtas˝ar: for ‘inda tawajjuhihi lil-Sha≠m, there is f|
al-sanah al-kha≠liyah; and in one of the MSS (as Darwich tells us [vol. 3, 551, n. 1]) the correction
of alladh| to allat|.

Article: http://mamluk.uchicago.edu/MSR_II_1998-Reisman.pdf
Full volume: http://mamluk.uchicago.edu/MamlukStudiesReview_II_1998.pdf

MAMLU±K STUDIES REVIEW VOL . 2, 1998 37

ÆÂÒbIð ULD …d¼UIUÐ
We then find two additional reports (under Dhu≠ al-H˛ijjah) in the "Dhayl" (both
recensions) not found in the mukhtas˝ar:
2. d. Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah, "Dhayl" (Köprülü 1027), 185v., lines 4-9 and (CB 5527),
27v., line 19-28r., line 2:
W¹d?/ nB½Ë W??ö?« »U?³Ð Êu?ŠUD l¹U??³?²« b?I?Ž Èd?ł t??U??š ¡UŁö?¦« Âu¹Ë
vC²I0 WUDu« o¹dDÐ ÊUDK« U½ôu* p– W½U?DK« VzU½ Èd²ý« g¹dÓ²Ú/Ó_«
ÂU?? ²¹ö? ‰U*« XO?Ð s pc?? D 5?¹d?? ²? ?A*« s? w{U*« d?? N? ?A?« wH œ—«u« »U?? ²?J«
vKŽ ‰U?*UÐ VzUM« ‰U?? Š√ Ë wJU*« w{U??I?« Ë …U??C? I« w{U??/ —u??C? ×?Ð r¼d??O? žË
wŽdA« i³I« qB?ŠË W«u(« «uK³/Ë U³M« s bÚMÓIK 5¹d?²A*« s rK²*«
Æpc aM« WÐU²D wH «uŽdýË
2. e. Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah, "Dhayl" (Köprülü 1027), 185v., lines 12-17 and (CB
5527), 28r., lines 6-11:
o¹d?DÐ VzUM?« s —œU??B?« l¹U?? ³? ²?« »U??²? ?D ÔXÐb½√ Ád?? A? ?Ž w½UŁ ¡UŁö?? ¦« WK?OË
vK?Ž ¡U?? ? O? ? Ëô« s? r¼d?? ? O? ? ?žË ÂU?? ? ²¹ô« v?KŽ 5?LK?J²*« s? ÊUD?K?« sŽ W?U?? ? Du«
Ê√ b?? F?Ð w{U*« ÂU?? F?« wH rN? ‰U*« XO?Ð s Íd?? ²? ?ýÔ« ÊU?? ?D U* ·u?? /u« Íd?? ?²? ?A? ?
b?FÐ —u?Dc*« l¹U³?²« ÔXÐb½√Ë wJU?*« w{UI« bM?Ž VzUMK ÊUDK« qO?DË »bMÔ¹
Wn½ tÐ V²?DË WFÐ—ô« …UCI« vKŽ bG« s b?I½Ë WOŽdA« jz«dA« ¡UF?O²Ý«
ÊU¹d?š√ ÊU??²?n?½ tÐ V²?D r?Ł VzUM« bMŽ Òd?L? ²?Ý« W?n?½Ë d?B?  v« XKÝ—Ô√
jn?Ð Èd?? ?šô« Ë ÍÒe? ?ž s?Ð« jnÐ U?? ?L?¼«b?? Š« ÊU?? ?²? ? n? ? M?« pKðË ›ø¤ w?KOK?F« j?nÐ
ÆwKd«
Two general conclusions can be drawn from these examples: (1) for the year
797/1394, Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah's source for much of the information in his "Dhayl,"
and so also in his mukhtas˝ar, was Ibn al-Fura≠t's Ta’r|kh; (2) there is information,
perhaps valuable information, to be had from the "Dhayl" (whichever recension)
which cannot be found in the mukhtas˝ar. With regard to the first conclusion, the
reliance upon Ibn al-Fura≠t is much more pervasive than two examples alone can
demonstrate. In fact, a rough estimate of the combined h˝awa≠dith and tara≠jim
taken from Ibn al-Fura≠t for the year 797 is fully half of the "Dhayl" and fully half
of the mukhtas˝ar. The second conclusion, too, has further implications: there is no
information in the mukhtas˝ar which is not to be had from the "Dhayl." Moreover,
the "Dhayl," as we have seen, contains information not taken from Ibn al-Fura≠t (or
it seems from any other source) and which was not incorporated into the mukhtas˝ar.
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Such information is of two types: (1) information which expands upon the brief
accounts found in the mukhtas˝ar; (2) fully unique reports and biographies. The
first type of information is akin to our second example above. The second is
reports centered around academic, legal, and religious life in Damascus. These are
accounts of who taught where and what was taught, legal and teaching appointments
received and lost (and often the scandals which occasioned such changes), daily
activities of the chief judges, lists and descriptions of letters received from travelling
scholars, and bureaucratic information. There are some thirty such reports. Next,
there are some twenty biographies unique to the "Dhayl," biographies of usually
minor figures who were involved, again, in the intellectual life of Damascus.
So far, we have dealt with the historical importance of the "Dhayl" in relation
to its mukhtas˝ar, but what of the relative importance of the two recensions of the
"Dhayl"? We have already seen that Ibn Qa≠d|˝ Shuhbah filled out his first recension
with information taken from Ibn al-Fura≠t. There is, however, material in the
second recension for the year 797 not to be had from the first recension. Such
additions are largely biographies: of the twenty biographies unique to the two
recensions of the "Dhayl," roughly half are found only in the second recension
represented by Chester Beatty 5527. These are Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah's own additions
to the first recension.
But, admittedly, none of the information unique to the "Dhayl" for the year
797 is of a particularly profound nature. The mukhtas˝ar records the most important
events and biographies.46 The information in the "Dhayl," then, helps to flesh out
more fully the social and intellectual dimensions of Damascene life at the end of
the eighth/fourteenth century. Granted, it is unfortunate that for the years 797810/1394-1407 a manuscript of the "Dhayl" was not available when the decision
to publish the mukhtas˝ar was made, but such is the state of the field. However, it
should be clear now that for the year 797/1394, only half of the information in the
mukhtas˝ar is of real worth as unique information for modern historians: the rest
can be had from Ibn al-Fura≠t. Such a judgement most likely is also applicable to
those years preceding 797/1394 and covered by Ibn al-Fura≠t. Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah's
muntaqá of Ibn al-Fura≠t's History, found in Chester Beatty MS 4125, covers the
years 778-793/1376-1390, and so it is for those years that we can assume there
was borrowing. And though not found in Chester Beatty MS 4125, we can surmise
that information for the years 794-799/1391-1396 were also "selected" by Ibn
Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah on the basis of the presence of such information in the account of
the year 797 in both the "Dhayl" and the mukhtas˝ar. But—and this has significance
beyond the question of the relative worth of the "Dhayl" and mukhtas˝ar—no
manuscripts of Ibn al-Fura≠t's Ta’r|kh have come to light for the years 698-789/129846

Such a qualitative judgement is, however, relative to what one wants from a Mamluk history.
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1387.47 A thorough investigation of Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah's muntaqá of Ibn al-Fura≠t,
his mukhtas˝ar (as edited by Darwich) and the Köprülü MS of his "Dhayl" (which
includes the years 787-788) for borrowings from Ibn al-Fura≠t would prove invaluable
in reconstructing Ibn al-Fura≠t's Ta’r|kh for that period.48
To return to the "Dhayl" and Chester Beatty MS 5527, what can be said about
the years after 800, the year the published edition of the mukhtas˝ar ends?49 For
content concerning events in Syria and particularly Damascus, they resemble
closely the preceding years and so equally have a value for the social and intellectual
life of that city. It is not necessary to provide as detailed a study of those years as
has been done for the year 797 as we are no longer constrained to a comparative
study of the "Dhayl" and the mukhtas˝ar. The pattern of expansion from first
recension to second recension has also been established and need not be illustrated
further.
We know the value of Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah's history for events and biographies
close to home, but as for those areas beyond Syria, and most especially Egypt, a
pattern of borrowing from other histories has been established; thus, it would
seem wise to determine just which histories he used to this end. Again, his muntaqás
provide a good starting point. The muntaqá of Ibn Duqma≠q in Chester Beatty MS
4125 covers only two years, 804-805. A brief analysis of the year 804 indicates
Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah's reliance on Ibn Duqma≠q in the "Dhayl." One example, dealing
with a minor rebellion by a group of amirs, will suffice. Ibn Duqma≠q's version is
given first, followed by Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah's version from the Chester Beatty MS
5527, with sections in brackets indicating elements missing from his muntaqá.
1. a. Ibn Duqma≠q, "al-Jawhar al-Tham|n,"50 219v., line 9 - 220r., line 4:
rJłË wEHU?(« “Ë—u½ dO?ô« 5Ð ÂöD qB?Š ‰«uý w½UŁ W?FL?'« Âu¹ wH UN?OHË
«u??³ Ê√ v« d?O³?D Òd?Ý qB?ŠË —u?š√ d?O√ “UÞ ÊËœu?Ý d?O?ô« 5ÐË —«œ«Ëb«
Ê≈ rŁ Æ»U?? AM?«Ë jHM?UÐ «u?? Ó«dðË b?? F? ?I*UÐ ÂU?? /√Ë q?³D ô« v?« ÊUDK?« ‰e½Ë
«u?×KD UH `KBUÐ «u?ÓAË rNM?OÐ «uKšœ …UC?I«Ë ÂöÝô« aO?ýË 5MR*« dO?√
ÔÊUD?K?« VKÞ r?Ł Æt?? ?²? ?O?Ð v« ¡«d?? ?ô« s Òq?D ‰e½Ë W?? ?F?KI« v?« ÊUDK?« l?KÞË

47

I rely on Cahen's somewhat dated article on Ibn al-Fura≠t in the Encyclopaedia of Islam, 2nd ed.,
but I am not aware of any further discoveries. Within that roughly hundred year gap, it is the latter
half coinciding with the author's life that might prove of most importance.
48
Other historians, e.g. Ibn H˛ajar, al-Maqr|z|, and al-‘Ayn|, also used Ibn al-Fura≠t (see Bacharach,
"Circassian Mamluk Historians," 48), and so should be included in such a comparative study.
49
Darwich tells us (vol. 2, Arabic intro., 57) that the holograph manuscript of the mukhtas˝ar ends
with the year 808; it is not at all clear why he chose not to continue editing the work to this year.
50
A microfilm of the Bodleian MS Digby Or. 28 of Ibn Duqma≠q's "al-Jawhar al-Tham|n f| Siyar
al-Mulu≠k wa-al-Sala≠t|˛n" was kindly provided by The University of Chicago Library.
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Æ¡«dô« «uHÒK×H «ue½ rŁ ÆÊUDK« v« «uFKDH …UCI« w{U/Ë ÓWHOK)«
1. b. Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah, "Dhayl" (CB 5527), 247r., lines 3-11 (brackets enclose
major omissions in "al-Muntaqá min Ta’r|kh Ibn Duqma≠q" [CB 4125], 201r., line
20-201v., line 2):
5ÐË r?N? ? F? ? ? sÓË t?? ? OÐ w½U?? ? /Ë rJ?łË “Ë—u½ ¡«d?? ? ô« 5Ð qB?? ? Š t?? ?O?½UŁ Âu?¹ wH
Âu?? O?« wH «u?? ? ? ³Ë d?? O? ? ³? ?D Òd? ? Ý t?? O« ·U?? ?C½« sÓË —u?? ?š√ “UÞ ÊËœu?? Ý d?? ?O? ?ô«
¡«d?? ? ? ô« q?ðU?? ? ? I?¹Ë t?Ð ÂU?? ? ? /√Ë w?½UD?K??« q³?D? ô« v« ÊU?D?K?« ‰e?½Ë —u?? ? ? Dc?*«
…U?? C? ?I«Ë W?? H? O?K)« Ê≈ rŁ ÆÂu?? O« p?– wH ¡«d?? ô« fFð Ë W?? O½U?DK« p?OU?? L*«Ë
lK?ÞË Âu?? O« p– wH «u?? ×?KD U?? H `K?BUÐ «u?? ÓA? ?Ë rN?MOÐ «u?Kšœ Âö?? Ýô« aO?? ýË
`³?? wHË t?²?O?Ð v« rNM b?Š«Ë Òq?D Õ«— rŁ ÆW?FKI?« v« —U?NM« W??O?A?Ž ÊU?DK«
«ue½ rŁ ÆÊUDK?UÐ «u?FL?²?łU?H W?FKI« v« …U?C?I«Ë aO?A«Ë W?H?OK)« VKÔÞ b?G«
u?? ? OÐ v?«Ë pÐU?ðô« s¹b?« wË d?? ? O? ? ?ô« XO?Ð v« r?Ł “Ë—u½¤d?? ? O? ? ?ô« XO?Ð v«
Ær¼uHÒKŠË ›¡«dô« WLN
Clearly, Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah's version displays a few substantive differences,
chiefly with regard to other people involved in the event. While the muntaqá
made by Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah reflects some of these changes (viz., Qa≠n| Ba≠y,
mama≠l|k sult¸a≠n|yah), it does not include them all (e.g., the last line51). Two possibilities arise. The most obvious is that Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah used a version of Ibn
Duqma≠q other than that represented by the Bodleian MS used here. This, however,
does not explain the changes from the muntaqá version to the "Dhayl" version. In
other words, Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah drew either entirely on another source which also
used Ibn Duqma≠q but which also added the other elements, or he added the
additional information from another source. This process could have begun with
the muntaqá version which was then expanded for the "Dhayl" version using
additional sources. For the example above, the problem is a minor one; the report
agrees almost exactly with Ibn Duqma≠q in substance and wording. But the implications for other borrowed elements found in the account for the year 804 are
significant: it is likely that he used more than one source (Ibn Duqma≠q) for the
version he provides in the "Dhayl." This other source remains unidentified.
What of those years not treated in Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah's books of excerpts?
There is evidence that for the year 810 Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah relied at least in part on
al-Maqr|z|'s al-Sulu≠k. For instance, the reports of the sultan's hunting trip in

51

The last line in the muntaqá in fact reads: thumma nazalu≠ bi-da≠r wa-a‘lá buyu≠t al-umara≠’
fa-h˛allafu≠hum.
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al-Muh˝arram of that year in al-Maqr|z| and Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah agree almost
exactly:
1. a. Al-Maqr|z|, al-Sulu≠k, 4:1, 54:
W?O½U??¦« d?š¬ wH q³?'« W??FK/ s ÊUDK« —U??Ý tM¹d?A?Ž sU?Ł 5MŁô« Âu¹ wHË
XG?KÐ b?? /Ë Æd??³?ð b?? −? ? ? ÁU?? & …d¼U?? I« Ã—U?? š s t?? L? ?O? ?n0 ‰e½Ë b?? Ýô« lU?DÐ
…b?? ? Ž XG?KÐË —UM?¹œ n√ 5?½U?? ?L?ŁË —UM?¹œ n√ W?zU?? ? v?« pO?U?? ?L?*« vK?Ž W?? ?I? ? ?H?M«
Æ›a«¤ ÊQC« s ”√— ·ô¬ …dAŽ tF XIOÝ w²« ÂUMžô«
1. b. Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah, "Dhayl" (CB 5527), 390v., lines 5-10:
Ã—Uš t?LO?n0 ‰e½Ë q³'« W?FK/ s ÊUDK« Ãdš tM?¹dAŽ lÐU?Ý 5MŁô« Âu¹Ë
5½U?LŁË —UM¹œ n√ WzU? v« p?OU?L*« vKŽ W?I?HM« XGKÐË rN?C?FÐ ‰U?/ …d¼U?I«
ÊQ??C« s ”√— ·ô¬ …d??A? ?Ž t??F?  XI??O? Ý w²« ÂU?Mžô« …b??Ž XGKÐË —U?M¹œ n√
Æ›a«¤
Aside from Ibn Qa≠d|˝ Shuhbah's editorial note, his report is very similar to that
of al-Maqr|z|. But we also find in the "Dhayl" a marginal note listing which amirs
accompanied the sultan and which of them stayed behind; no such list is found in
al-Maqr|z|. There are additional reports for the year 810 that can be traced to
al-Maqr|z|, but, significantly, others which cannot. Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah introduces
these other reports with the words wa-f| tawa≠r|kh al-mis˝r|y|n, "and in the Egyptian
histories." Some biographies, like that of Shams al-D|n Muh˝ammad al-Iskandar|,
the muh˝tasib of Cairo, are verbatim copies of al-Maqr|z|. Biographies for other,
perhaps more significant individuals, such as that for the ata≠bak of the Egyptian
army Sayf al-D|n Aytamish, cannot be found in al-Maqr|z|. This suggests that
either Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah used a common source with al-Maqr|z| or that he added
these additional elements from another source altogether. This common or other
source remains unidentified.
Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah's account of the year 801 is replete with references to
Egyptian histories. It seems that for this year, Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah's source recorded
events with a date differing from the one established by him, so we find phrases
such as wa-yawm al-ah˝ad sa≠disuhu wa-huwa f| tawa≠r|kh al-mis˝r|y|n kha≠misuhu
continually repeated. Perhaps the most significant event of this year was the death
of Sultan Barqu≠q. Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah's biography does not, in even a general
sense, reflect any of the other contemporary Egyptian sources (e.g., Ibn Taghr|bird|,
al-‘Ayn|,52 Ibn H˛ajar al-‘Asqala≠n|, al-Maqr|z|) though he must certainly have had
52

A microfilm copy (Ma‘had al-Makht¸u≠t¸a≠t al-‘Arab|yah 738) of the MS Ahmet III 2911 of
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to rely upon an Egyptian source for this record. It is tempting to think that for
801/1398 and perhaps a few more years early in the ninth/fifteenth century, Ibn
Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah relied on Ibn al-Fura≠t who, as some sources tell us, wrote "a little"
for the beginning of this century.53 But as no manuscript remains of Ibn al-Fura≠t's
Ta’r|kh have come to light for the years after 799/1396, this is difficult to prove.
Perhaps a stylistic study of these quotations in Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah's works might
help in this regard.54
In brief, then, we have evidence that Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah relied on both Ibn
Duqma≠q and al-Maqr|z| (or common sources) for certain years after 800, if only
in part. It is also clear that other sources were used, but these remain to be
identified. (See fig. 4.)
The soundings of Chester Beatty MS 5527 reveal a number of important facts.
At least three contemporary historians were drawn upon in the composition of the
"Dhayl." Modern historians' use of the "Dhayl" must, thus, be undertaken with a
critical eye. Next, Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah's use of Ibn al-Fura≠t's Ta’r|kh has secured
for modern historians parts of an important Mamluk history no longer extant in
their original form. Finally, information unique to Ibn Qa≠d|˝ Shuhbah, and especially
the information unique to the "Dhayl," can be added to the corpus of "Syrian
school" histories upon which modern historians base analyses of the social and
intellectual life of Mamluk Syria.
CONCLUSIONS
In drawing conclusions from the above analysis of Chester Beatty MS 5527 in
particular and Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah's "Dhayl" in general, it would be helpful to
return to those larger contexts with which this study was introduced. Our first
context is that of the modern study of Mamluk historiography, the immediate aim
of which is to establish the general contours of relationship among Mamluk period
histories. Precisely, one wants to know on the one hand what unique material is to
be had from a Mamluk history and on the other what sources that Mamluk history
drew upon. The above analysis has provided a number of answers to these questions.
It has become clear that the historical information unique to the "Dhayl" (in its
various recensions and including its abridgement) can be characterized largely as
Damascene history for the latter half of the eighth/fourteenth century and the early
al-‘Ayn|'s "‘Iqd al-Juma≠n f| Ta’r|kh Ahl al-Zama≠n" was provided by The University of Chicago
Library.
53
E.g., Ibn al-‘Ima≠d, Shadhara≠t al-Dhahab f| Akhba≠r Man Dhahab (Beirut, n.d.), 4:72: wa-kataba
shay’ yas|r minhu awwal al-qarn al-ta≠si‘.
54
Ibn al-Fura≠t's style is very distinctive (contemporaries and later historians accused him of a
certain vulgarity; see Cahen, "Ibn al-Fura≠t") and so might allow for fruitful comparison with
quotations in Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah's work.
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part of the ninth/fifteenth century. Moreover, the "Dhayl" is a history concerned
with the social and intellectual dimensions of life in that particular time and place.
The nature of this history, and its strength, lies in its detailed record of the
minutiae of daily life. This characteristic is perhaps the immediate result of the
work's emphasis on prosopography, that is to say the overwhelming emphasis and
space it assigns to biographies. This is not to diminish its importance for political
history, but again, in the elements original to the "Dhayl," that political history is
limited to the Damascus-Syria area. For political history beyond that geographical
area, the "Dhayl" has been shown to rely on other, Egyptian historians. Often,
such reliance makes the "Dhayl" redundant as an original source, but in such cases
where the original work no longer exists—as in the case of portions of Ibn al-Fura≠t's
history—the "Dhayl" along with its mukhtas˝ar proves an invaluable repository for
information which may not be had from other contemporary sources. In short, and
as always when dealing with Mamluk histories, the "Dhayl" is a mixture of important
and not so important information for the modern historian.
Studies on the aims and methodology of Mamluk historians do not as yet
seem to have acquired cachet with modern historians.55 The field as a whole is still
in its infancy. The group of manuscripts of the various recensions, reworkings,
revisions, and abridgements of Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah's historical legacy, collectively
called the "Dhayl," will prove of enormous value to students and scholars who
might direct their attention to such methodological studies. Obviously the process
to which Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah subjected his historical information is a complex one
and perhaps taxing to work through but, perhaps unlike other contemporary historians whose main historical work gained immediate popularity and so quickly
became standardized in clean copy, Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah has left us with a detailed
record of his job as an historian. Such a detailed record is of immense value for an
understanding of the craft of the Mamluk historian.
Our third larger context is that of genre. From the foregoing, we can identify
Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah as a representative of the "Syrian school" of Mamluk historians.
In his concerns and emphases, in the methodology and structure of his historical
writing, he consciously aligns himself with the type of history common to the
historians of that school. He, and his master Ibn H˛ijj|, were unquestionably important
representatives of the "Syrian school." This is obvious from the readership notes
in the manuscripts of his work, obvious even more in the extensive use later
Syrian historians made of his work. Ibn T˛u≠lu≠n (d. 953/1546) and al-Nu‘aym| (d.
55

For an example of the directions in which such studies might proceed, see Ayman Fu’a≠d
Sayyid's analysis in "Early Methods of Book Composition: al-Maqr|z|'s Draft of the Kita≠b al-Khit¸at¸"
in The Codicology of Islamic Manuscripts, Proceedings of the Second Conference of al-Furqa≠n
Islamic Heritage Foundation, 4-5 December 1993 (London, 1995), 93-101.
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978/1570) come to mind in this regard. Egyptian traditionist-historians, such as
Ibn H˛ajar al-‘Asqala≠n| (d. 852/1448) and al-Sakha≠w| (d. 902/1496) also quoted
the "Dhayl" extensively.56 For modern historians, then, Ibn Qa≠d|˝ Shuhbah represents
the link between the earlier eighth/fourteenth century historians such as al-Birza≠l|,
al-Dhahab|, and Ibn Kath|r and the later ninth/fifteenth century historians such as
al-Sakha≠w| and Ibn T˛u≠lu≠n. The addition of Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah's work to the
corpus of "Syrian school" histories, for now in the form of the mukhtas˝ar, should
further contribute to our understanding of the nature and development of this type
of Mamluk history writing.
Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah and his "Dhayl," then, are important to the many different
facets of the study of Mamluk history and historiography. The dimensions to this
judgement of Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah's importance of course need to be more fully
investigated and understood. Such work, in a profound sense, begins where this
small study ends and it can only really begin with a critical edition of those years
of the second recension "Dhayl" left to us in manuscript: 801-810/1398-1407.

56

For these authors in general see the articles in the Encyclopaedia of Islam, GAL, and al-Munajjid's
Mu‘jam al-Mu’arrikh|n. The case of Ibn H˛ajar is an interesting one; in his Inba≠’ al-Ghumr he
cites only Ibn H˛ijj| by name (and not Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah), a fact which leads one to suspect that he
had access to the original draft of the "Dhayl" by Ibn H˛ijj|.
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APPENDIX: WORKS BY IBN QA≠D˝| SHUHBAH
"Al-Dhayl."
Köprülü 1027 (microfilm: Ma‘had al-Makht¸u≠t¸a≠t al-‘Arab|yah 99 Ta’r|kh).
Chester Beatty 5527.
Chester Beatty 4125, fols. 181v.-196r., 206v.-325r.
Fragments of unidentified historical and biographical works.
Chester Beatty 3151.
"Al-Muntaqá min Ta’r|kh Ibn al-Fura≠t."
Chester Beatty 4125, fols. 1v.-196r.
"Al-Muntaqá min Ta’r|kh Ibn Duqma≠q."
Chester Beatty 4125, fols. 197v.-206r.
Ta’r|kh Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah. 3 vols. Edited by Adnan Darwich. Damascus: Institut
français de Damas, 1977-1994.57
Al-T˛abaqa≠t al-Sha≠fi‘|yah. 4 vols. Edited by ‘Abd al-‘Al|m Kha≠n. Beirut: ‘A±lam
al-Kutub, 1987.

57

Despite the title, this is the mukhtas˝ar (abridgement) Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah made of the "Dhayl."
The sequence of the volumes for this edition is somewhat misleading: vol. 1, published in 1977,
covers the years 781-800; vol. 2, published in 1994, covers the years 741-750 and includes lengthy
introductions (in Arabic and French) by the editor on Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah, the corpus of his works,
and the manuscripts of the mukhtas˝ar; vol. 3, published in 1994, covers the years 751-780.
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-700

-738

al-Birza≠l|'s "al-Muqtafá" ends

al-Dhahab|'s Ta’r|kh and al-‘Ibar end

-740
-741

-750

al-H˛usayn|'s dhayl to al-Dhahab| yrs. 741-764

-764
-767
-774

-815
-816

Ibn Kath|r's al-Bida≠yah wa-al-Niha≠yah yrs. 739-767
Ibn Ra≠fi‘'s "al-Wafaya≠t" yrs. 739-774

Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah's "al-Dhayl" yrs. 741-815

[Lost portion of Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah's "al-Dhayl"]

-850

Figure 1. The "Syrian School" Histories Supplemented by Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah
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First Draft by Ibn H˛ijj| covering
yrs. 741-747, 769-815

First Recension by Ibn Qa≠d|˝ Shuhbah
covering yrs. 741-815; marginal notes
indicate his additions

Second and Final Recension by Ibn Qa≠d|˝ Shuhbah
covering yrs. 741-815, with lost additions to 850; his
additions are incorporated into the body of the work

Abridgement of the "Dhayl" to a
third of its size in the Second
Recension

Abridgement of the
Abridgement

Figure 2. The Recensions and Versions of the "Dhayl"
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Ibn H˛ijj|

Rough Notes

1st Recension

787
788

Köprülü 1027

791
792

796
797
798
799
800
801
802
803
804
805
806
807
808
809
810
811
812
813
814
815

2nd Recension

Köprülü 1027

Chester Beatty
4125
Köprülü 1027

Köprülü 1027

Köprülü 1027

Köprülü 1027

Chester Beatty
4125

Chester
Beatty
5527

Berlin 9458
Chester Beatty
4125

Köprülü 1027

Manuscripts
Chester Beatty 5527: "al-Dhayl" (Second Recension)
Chester Beatty 4125: "al-Muntaqá min Ta’r|kh Ibn al-Fura≠t"; "Muntaqá min Ta’r|kh Ibn Duqma≠q";
Fragments of "al-Dhayl" (First and Second Recensions)
Köprülü 1027: "al-Dhayl”"(First and Second Recensions)
Berlin 9458: Ibn H˛ijj|'s First Draft of "al-Dhayl"

Figure 3. Manuscript Remains of the "Dhayl" in its Various Drafts and Recensions
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Ibn H˛ijj| (d. 816)
First Draft of "Dhayl"

Ibn al-Fura≠t (d. 807)
al-Ta’r|kh

al-Maqr|z| (d. 845)
al-Sulu≠k

Eyewitness accounts,
contemporary oral reports

Ibn Duqma≠q (d. 808)
"al-Jawhar al-Tham|n"

Second Recension of the
"Dhayl" by Ibn Qa≠d|˝
Shuhbah

Figure 4. Ibn Qa≠d˝| Shuhbah's Major Sources for the Years 797-810
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